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CHAPTER I

STATEME~'T OF PROBLEM

Background of Program
The question of what program to offer the senior high school
population of handicapped students in the public schools of
Washington State began to receive an innovative response during
the early 196o 1s.

The program model that was to evolve is one

involving the cooperative effort of two state services:

the State

Office of Public Instruction arrl. the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation of the State Board for E:iucation.

Since this

cooperative agreement was to originate in the Tacoma Public School
system, background development of the program will be related
herein as it occured in Tacoma.

The relating of such background

information was made possible by the helpfulness of the Research
Office of the Department of Public Instruction and the Prevocational
Program of the Tacoma Public Schools.

Such information should give

the reader a better understanding of how the program came about ar:rl
upon what f oun::ia tion it was developed and later used as a model
across the state in developing cooperative programs for high school
aged han::iicapped youth.
Tacoma's special education program was experimenting during
the early 196o 1 s with a program designed to service its senior high
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school ha.micapped students.

This program, similar to others

around the state, offered the student a half-day of academic work
and a half-day of community work experience.

Although successful

as a departure from past approaches to the hamicapped, which were
often times merely watered down approaches to the regular academic
curriculum, the program suffered from budgetary instability am
difficulty in providing guidance in the areas of personality
adjustment, community living, am defining of vocational objectives
for its students (Gibson, 1966).

In other woros, the school lacked

competency in the diagnosis and providing of needed vocational
habilitation services.
Genuinely concerned over high school dropouts, the Tacoma
schools urrlertook a study during the 1962-1963 school year to
determine the effect of counseling on potential dropouts.

The

study demonstrated that the school's holding power could be
significantly increased through counseling even without making
major curricular modifications (Bertness and Bryan, 1964).
Another concurrent study involved fifty dropouts from
Tacoma's high schools who were assigned over a three year period,
ending June 30, 1965, to a Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor of
the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR).

These dropouts

were offered traditional DVR services such as diagnostic evalua.
tions; remedial, medical, and related services; job training,
maintenance, and transportation; job placement and follow-up
services.
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"By the end of June, 1965. nineteen of the fifty were
placed in appropriate employment.

Three were receiving continuing

services under a vocational rehabilitation plan ••••

n

Fourteen had

been found ineligible for DVR services under regulations existing
at that time, and fourteen had dropped out in various ways (Gibson,
1966, p. J).
Study of these fifty dropouts revealed that vocational
rehabilitation services could demonstratably effect forty per cent
or more of the dropout population.

An indication was also shown

that the provision of services before the client acquired a dropout
status could be expected to prcx:iuce a higher rate of successful
case closures (Gibson, 1966).
Tacoma schools followed the 1962-1963 counseling study and
data already generated from the above study of fifty dropouts with
a Planning Grant study designed to arrive at a program utilizing
school district, vocational rehabilitation, and community resources
in behalf of Tacoma's handicapped youth,

41 •••

many of whom may be

potential or actual school dropouts (Bertness and Bryan, 1964,
p. 1).

111

This Planning study resulted in September of 196'+ in a

cooperative agreement between the Tacoma Public Schools and the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation which was to be the model for
Tacoma's senior high special education program and a mcx:iel for use
in development of future cooperative programs in Washington.
Vocational rehabilitation agreed to assign a vocational
rehabilitation officer (VRO) to the program.

This individual would
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coordinate student services outside the classroom.

Assigned to the

program by the school were prevocational advisors (PVA) who were to
function one-half time teaching in the prevocational classroom
and one-half time in the community supervising student work
placements.
The agreement delineates other functions and responsibilities
of each agency, job descriptions, and functional matters.

Although

the Tacoma Cooperative Agreement is used as reference in this study,
one should expect to find agreements binding all Wishington
programs primarily the same except for local consideration (See
Appendix A).

Purpose of Study
The cooperative program now has been in operation six
years, long enough for both parties to have experienced success
and also frustration in their efforts to mold a true partnership.
Ten separate programs now operate within this framework; however
different personnel and philosophies shape each program in
distinctive ways.
In any program demanding cooperation between not only
individuals but also separate agencies, success or failure is
partly dependent upon how well objectives can be shaped for the
common good.

The intent of this study is to explore how well this

shaping process is proceeding, to what degree objectives are
cooperatively developed, what aspects of the cooperative agreement

5
are succeeding or failing, in what manner the program is being
evaluated., and if the program needs to be redesigned to meet certain
needs.
The study is designed. purposely in a descriptive fashion
in expectation that such an approach will indicate areas needing
more extensive research.

Hopefully, the summary and recommendations

herein developed. will serve as part of the groundwork for future
improvement of services to the secondary level handicapped student
in our public schools.
Scope of Study
This study will present a descriptive survey of the
Vocational Rehabilitation-Special Eiucation cooperative work
experience program in Washington State.

Included will be only

those school programs involved in actual cooperative agreements with
the State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, as of June, 1971

.

(See Aooendix
B) •
.
Definition of ·rerms
Client Acceptance:

If the client-student is diagnosed as

having a vocational handicap (eligiole) and is judged capable of
benefiting from the services available (feasible), formal acceptance
into the program is processed by the VRO.
Closure:

On completion of vocational training and job

placement, the VRO follows the client for three months to assist
in satisfactory work adjustment and closes the case if successful
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employment is the result.
Cooperative Agreement:

The signed plan between the public

school and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation providing
for education, training, counseling, and services to the prevocational student.
Disability:

The condition of impairment, physical or

mental, having an objective aspect that can be described by a
physician and is medically definable.
Follow-up:

On completion of high school or if the client's

needs are better served outside of school, the VRO works with
community resources to follow through in a prevocational or
vocational plan.
Handicap:

The cumulative results of obstacles which

disability interposed between the student and his maximum functional
level; a measure of the loss of individual capacity affecting
employability.
Prevocational Advisor (PVA):

The special education instruc-

tor for the student both in the classroom and in the work placement.
Prevocational Program:

The senior high school special

education system providing instruction, counseling, diagnostic
services, and work experiences to handicapped students; a joint
effort of the public school and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.
Staffing:

A conference involving the VRO, PVA, medical

consultant, psychological consultant, and social worker to identify

7
and describe the student's prevocational needs.
Vocational Rehabilitation Officer (VRO):

A resident

counselor, furnished by the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation,
who helps the PVA 1 s to develop the program, is a counselor to the
students, and a procurer of diagnostic services.

CHAPTER II
RELATED RESEARCH

There is need for additional evaluative research concerning
cooperative work experience programs.

Available studies are mostly

of a descriptive nature aimed at the mentally retarded population;
whereas the type of handicap serviced in cooperative programs varies
from state to state, some programs serve entire states, some serve
only local school districts, and the extent of cooperation varies
depending on actual agreements (Shay, 1969 and Syden, 1963).
Secondary level programs for the handicapped. are difficult
to identify both as to date of origin and original program design.
Kokaska (1968) in describing secondary education for the educable
mentally retarded, points out that early programs often did not lead
to graduation, usually terminating the student at age sixteen.

He

identifies the first extension of programs into senior high schools
as taking place during the late 1930s arrl early 1940s, in such
cities as Los Angeles, New York, Cleveland, and Detroit.

Farly

programs are described. by Cohen (1964) as an attempt to serve a
dual purpose:

to relieve the regular teacher of problem students,

and to keep students happy by teaching arts and crafts.
Studies by Cohen (1964), Haasarud (19.53), Kokaska (1968),
and Koopman (1957) indicate that occupationally oriented senior
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high school soecial education programs were becoming increa.singly
common by 1945.

They report program difficulties as being develoP-

ment of appropriate curriculum, instructional materials, and the
selecting of students.
While secondary level special education was reorienting
programs, American society itself also was undergoing change.
labor market was becoming increasingly competitive.

The

Returning

veterans, industrial de-emphasis on apprenticeship programs, an:i
raising of the minimum working age to eighteen all helped create a
situation wherein industry could demand employees with high school
training.

Special educators were thus confronted with a situation

which forced the realization that if students were to receive
preparation enabling them to compete successfully for jobs, the
schools needed help (Kokaska, 1968).

One of the first attempts at assisting special education was
by the U.

s.

Employment Service which aided schools in vocational

counseling an:i job placement for handicapped students (Kokaska,
1968).

This arrangement demonstrated that such cooperation did

provide increased service to students.

Created in June of 1920,

DVR 1 s initial concentration was on physically disabled clients
(DiMichael, 19.58 ).

Passage of the Bs.rden- LaFollete Act of 194 J

marks the beginning of DVR service to the retarded (Dabney, 1953).
Participation by DVR in services to the retarded received further
emphasis from the Federal government with publication in 1950 by
DiMichael, of a service bulletin for VROs, educators, am. others
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who worked with the mentally retaroed.

It also described the

functioning of sample cooperative secondary level programs (Kokaska,
1968).
Development of DVR cooperative programs came about through
an increasing awareness by public schools that they were not
adeauately preparing special education students for the working
world and through DVR concern over the degree of frustration and
sense of failure that was characteristic of referred students (Shay,
1969).

The two year gap between compulsory school attendance

age (16) and the minimum working age (18) helped create high rates
of unemployment for former special education students (Haasarud,
1958; Kokaska, 1968).

The number of veterans in the labor market

further decreased employment opportunities.

Too often, after an

ex-student found a job, he lost it because someone better qualified
came along.

As a result, DVR and. education joined forces to

provide more realistic education and training for handicapped
students of secondary school age (Shay, 1969).
Cooperative programs are usually a three-way contractual
agreement between state departments of education, state departments
of vocational rehabilitation, an:i local school districts.

With

passage of the Vocational E:iucation A.ct of 1968, vocational
education has been added as a forth party in some programs (Altman,
1970).
Whereas education is readily available and even mandatory,

DVR selects clients under strict eligibility criteria, and client
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participation is usually voluntary.

Additionally, while education

claims to have long term goals and objectives,
term goals and objectives.

DVR emphasizes short

This mingling of philosophy, goals,

and objectives is reported as the program's source of new ideas
and innovation by some researchers (Cline and Karnes, 1963; Deno,
1970; Haasarud, 1958; Kokaska, 1968; and Shay, 1969), while it is
credited with being the cause of program weakness in a study by
Younie and Clark (1969).
One of the first cooperative programs was in Minneapolis,
Minnesota (Kokaska, 1968).

The city of Minneapolis arranged a

cooperative agreement between the Minnesota Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation and the Minneapolis Public High School System
(Kokaska, 1968: Spears, 1967).

Through this agreement students

received vocationally oriented classroom curriculum, supervised

work experience, an:i a high school diploma.

DVR and special e:iuca-

tion offered their services out of one office.
Shay (1969) indicates that since DVR and the school have
overlappin~ responsibility, no stringent boundaries should inhibit
their relationship.

He stresses the importance of students actually

receiving services they would not have received if DVR ~~snot in
the program.
Problems within cooperative programs often narrow down to
nhow to gain the best of two possible worlds-the social and

education environment of the school community, and the training
and related experiential environment of the working world (Kokaska,
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1968, p. 22).
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Rehabilitation counselors frequently have difficulty

understanding secondary school philosophy and practice, while
school personnel often do not understand DVR philosophy (Younie
and Clark, 1969).
DVR is generally more positive in stating increased services
as a result of the program than are special education personnel.
Special educators comolain of there being too much flexibility in
program operation, of too much control by DVR, of lack of communication, of a gap between DVR direction an:i their actual willingness to
perform, of a lack of DVR people with whom they can work.

VROs

often complain of lack of special education staff with whom they can
work, of special education being too rigid, of special education's
lack of understanding the vocational needs of students, of a concern
over lack of communication, of insecurity of special education in
the schools, and of the lack of authority vested in many special
education directors (Gottwald, 1967; Shay, 1969).
indicates that cooperative agreements do work:

Research also

students in programs

tend to stay in school longer, droP-out rates decrease, the program
leads to increased student employability an:i independent functioning, DVR services more clients and at an earlier age, programs
have stimulated increased special education services at the high
school level with an increased vocational orientation, and an
increased acceptance of special education within the high schools
(Dabney, 1953; Deno, 1970; Eskridge and Partridge, 1963; Gottwald,
1967; Idaho, 1968; Keate, 1966; Kokaska, 1968; Oklahoma, 1964;
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Shay, 1969; Strickland, 1967; Syden, 1962; Younie and Clark, 1969).
Gottwald's Michigan study (1967) found that interagency
cooperation is an oojective within cooperative agreements, as well
as the development of stronger special education orograms.

Gottwald

found that development of an effective school DVR relationship was
highly dependent upon the personal interaction that occured between
the VRO and school staff during the referral process.

Other

researchers also point to the importance of cooperative relations
between the VRO and school staff (Clark, 1967; Eskridge am
Partridge, 1963; Kokaska, 1968) in development of the program.
Deno (1970), however, makes the strongest statement of all.

She

finds that programs with exceotionally hard working oersonnel have
managed to develop goo:i coooerative service systems, but that such
is far too dependent upon the ability of individuals and that

11

the

odds against which these people work ought to be changed (p. 11). 11
Work experience teachers are charged with a variety of
tasks in the classroom and in student work placements.

Few studies

to date measure teacher effectiveness in each of his tasks, most
available information being global job descriptions (Younie and
Clark, 1969).

Younie and Clark also indicate that few teacher

training programs prepare teachers especially for secondary level
special education.

They emphasize that both VROs and school

personnel should receive preservice and inservice training to help
them gain a common perspective and mutual understandings regarding
roles.

They also recommend that the VRO and school personnel each
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function in their traditional roles so as not to diminish their
stren~ths.

Syden (1963) recommends that teacher training programs

should include the philosophy and functioning of DVR, and that DVR
personnel should receive trainin~ in present day secondary level
special education philosophy and functioning.
Beginning in 1962, the Texas cooperative program was the
first state wide program for habilitation of educable mentally
retarded students (Clark, 1967; Eskridge and Partridge, 1963).
Impetus for the program came from recognition of a gap between the
provisions of special education and the world of work, and that
service to such youth legally can be the resoonsibility of both
special education and DVR.

DVR provides assistance to special

education personnel in the areas of vocational diagnosis, evaluation
of employment potential, development of vocational plans, arranging
job training placements, and providing other traditional DVR
services.

Both Eskridge and Clark attribute program success to

strict adherence to the idea of cooperation among personnel,
centralized administrative control of the program through an
Assistant Commissioner of Education for Vocational Rehabilitation
and Special Education, and the assigning of VROs to the program
who have not had prior experience in general rehabilitation arrl
who enter voluntarily.

Clark, as a result of studying the Texas

program, recommends frequent inservice programs to help communication between personnel, and increased involvement of community
groups in future planning.
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Bloom (1967), in his effectiveness study on the Texas
program, concluded that measuring programs by means of case closures
was inappropriate, since it failed to account for job opportunities
and local employment conditions.

He found most student failures

attributable to problems other than specific job skills:

problems

such as getting along with others, not staying on a job until it
is comoleted, inability to take orders and correction, being on
time, and not taking pride in work or responsibility.

Similar

findings are reported in studies by Beaudreau (1967), Deno (1964),
Kolstoe and Frey (1965), Miller and Danielson (1965), and the above
mentioned studies regarding increased employability.

Deno (1960),

Kolstoe and Frey (1965), and Wolfensberger (1967) report vocational
oriented curriculum and the provision of training in a variety of
work settings is essential to student employability.

The traditional medical orientation of DVR is an area of
concern to special education personnel who question requiring
medical and psychological services to establish the eligibility
of students .for DVR assistance (Cohen, 1964; Deno, 1964; Krantz,
1970).

They are seeking an educational-vocational oriented model

in which to select students on the basis of their social, personal,
and vocational skills.
Bloom (1967) recommends demonstration of competence at
different points in the students' program as a means of student
evaluation.

Success would then be determined oy observing and

measuring the students' adaptive characteristics.

Parson and
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Moore (1967) in their study of feasibility criterion, found the

rehtion between traditional measures of ability and rehabilitation
success to be negative.

Evaluation of students on the basis of

their measurable job readiness skills is advocated by Bitter (1963)
and Cohen's (1963) study supports this by recommending student
classification on the basis of how ready they are for job placement.
Deno (1970) suggests redesign or mo:iification of cooperative
programs will be valid only if preceded by extensive research to
determine whether handicapped irrlividuals are better prepared for
employment through work experience and vocationally oriented school
curriculum than through other mO'Jels, perhaps with more academic
orientation anj industry contracted job training.

Deno (1970)

questions whether work experience prog;rams are an escape from
education's lack of competence in helping the handicapped with their
learning problems.

She questions if completion of the programs

actually is only identification of those students with the best
employment potential and eliminates the more difficult to train.
Deno (1970) and Seidenfield (196:3) recommend the use of Research
and Demonstration ~rants from the Federal government along with

ESEA and vocational education monies to research and develop the
most appropriate technology for such programs,

11

•••

so that delivery

systems can be designed which will maintain an open, dynamic feedback relationship to each other (Deno, 1970 p. 9).
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CHAPTER. III
PROCEDUrtE3 USED IN STUDY

Obtaining of Data
Data for this study were gathered urrler the format of a
descriptive survey.

A set of interview questions was used as a

guide by the interviewer.

All questions were open-errled. with the

resporrlent allowed a free option as to his response.
data was tape recorded and later transcribed.

Interview

Interviews were

arranged by making telephone calls to the program VROs, all of
whom were very helpful in arranging the interviews to be conducted
in their programs.

Questions for the interview guide were developed

out of the researcher's past work experience as a PVA arrl from
interactions between the researcher and others interested in the
program.
Personnel interviewed were vocational rehabilitation
officers, prevocational advisors, and when possible high school
administrative personnel directly involved with the program.

At

the minimum, one VRO and two PVAs were interviewed within each
cooperative program.

These personnel were chosen because of their

everyday interaction within the program.
Every attempt was made to obtain as representative a
sampling of interviewee's as possible.

Only one program had more
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than one VRO (Tacoma) and therefore, with the exception of Tacoma,
all VROs were interviewed.

In Tacoma two of four VROs were

interviewed and the Program Coo:r::linator.

Selecting of the sample

of PVAs to be interviewed was based on both the size of the program
and those PVAs available at the time the interviewer was in the
area.

While a minimum of two PVAs were interviewed in each program,

in programs operating out of more than one high school, every
attempt was made to interview one PVA from each high school.

The

only location where this proved impossible was the Skagit-Island
program where, because of geographic size of the district and time
conflicts both PVAs interviewed were from the same high school.
The decision to include high school administrators was
based on the ground that they are in direct charge of the physical
facilities in which each program is located.

Because of their

other responsibilities, high school administrators in Yakima,
&imonds, and Vancouver were not available for the interview.

In

both the Tacoma program (four high schools) and the Skagit-Island
program (five high schools) only one administrator was interviewed.
In the Bremerton program, which is unique in being located in a
separate building away from a high school campus, the individual
in charge of the building is a Head Teacher.
Special education directors as a sample of administrative
personnel were not interviewed.

This decision was made on the

basis that they are currently studying the cooperative program
through an advisory committee with DVR, and such interviews would

19
involve some duplication of effort.
Interview Guide

1.* How do you evaluate the effectiveness of the local
program?
2.* Are all eligible students within your high school
population being served?

3.* Are the school and Vocational Rehabilitation operating
under different criteria for evaluating the program?

4.

• Is

the cooperative aspect of the program working?

a)

.Are there particular stresspoints?

b)

Is the administrative organization of the program
difficult with respect to the PVA, where he is
responsible to special education, the high school
administration, and DVR?

5.

Is the program truly prevocational or is it becoming
more vocationally oriented?

6.

Is the PVA being forced to demonstrate too broad a
range of competencies, in serving both as a classroom
teacher and as a specialist in providing prevocational
work experiences for the student?
a)

Does one of the above roles come off second best?

b)

Should the PVA and V'RD receive special training;
if so, what kind?

?.

What is the actual role of the VRO in his working
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relationship to the PVA?
8.

Should the respective roles of the school arrl DVR in
the program be redesigned?
a)

Perhaps a role for DVR designed differently than
their present role?

b)

Do demands for closures adversely affect the
program?

9.

c)

Are staffings effective?

d)

Is present follow-up procedure effective?

• Are

How are they used?

the results of the program arrl the program itself

adequately understoo:i and recognized by the rest of
the school staff?

•High school administrators

were asked only these questions.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF STUDY

In the section on purpose of study it was stated that the
intent of this study is to explore how well program objectives have
been cooperatively developed for the good of all, what aspects of
the program are noteworthy for their success or failure, in what
manner the program is evaluated, an:i if the program needs redesign
to meet certain needs.
Response to the interview guide will be recorded in
relation to the intents listed above.

Difference of response

between PVAs, VROs, and administrators will be noted.

Reporting

interview data in this manner will eliminate duplication an:i
awkwaroness that would be present if every response was recorded
to each question asked each interviewee.

It is also felt that such

a means of recoroing interview data corresponds to the design of
this survey.
How well have program objectives been cooperatively
developed for the good of all?
There have been moments both of intense frustration an:i
gratifying success in development of each program, as different
geographic locations, personnel, and philosophies have shaped each
program in distinct ways.

All programs do have one common
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objective, however:

to help handicapped students develop skills

enabling them to compete successfully in the world of work.

When

entering into a cooperative agreement both DVR and the schools
are doing so with the above objective in min:i.

Both parties also

have traditional orientations that shape how they operate.

The

school is oriented towards training students in academic subjects
and skills, whereas DVR is oriented towards the world of work an:i
skills necessary for success therein.
These traditional orientations are first brought together
in the initial development of cooperative prevocational programs;
to expect a smooth flowing together of objectives from the outset
has proven to be unrealistic.

All respon:ients commented that their

respective programs did not begin to operate in a cooperative
fashion until after a period of time had elapsed during which
personnel could interact, methods of operation could be gradually
worked out. an:i objectives thus could be mutually developed.
Initially the cooperating personnel (PVA, VRO, administration) must become accustomed to each other and the characteristics
of their respective agencies.

The PVA must learn to accept guidance

from a non-school person an:i learn how to utilize DVR resources.
The VRO must learn to operate within school structure so as not to
create uneasiness on the part of school personnel.

PVAs and VROs

both commented that it is easy for one of them to over-exert
his responsibility and create defensiveness on the part of the
other.

Each of the above mentioned that it often takes time for
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personnel to learn that student objectives are best met when the
program personnel operate as a team.

Moments of intense frustration

were reported as common during this developmental pericxi.

One

party to the agreement simply cannot dominate the other if student
objectives are to come first.
Even though the VRO does have a contractual responsibility
to supervise the PVA during that part of the day he is in the
community, the majority of respondents viewed the ideal role for
the VRO as that of a resource person, a coordinator of community
and DVR services.

In order to fulfill such a role, respondents

stated, the VRO in cooperation with the PVA should come to know
each of his clients, visit each family, and become very familiar
with community job placements.

In programs in which the VRO seldom

left the office, did not know the students or their families, nor
the cooperating businessmen, ani primarily did administrative tasks,
he was viewed as serving a relatively non-functional role.
In relation to the mentioned role of the VRO, most respon-

dents expressed a desire for development of a means to more directlyinvolve high school administrators in the program.

Even though the

PVA is a member of the staff, the high school administrator often
has little contact with the daily functioning of the program.

Most

high school administrators viewed daily supervision of the program
as the responsibility of the VRO and special education administration.

It is interesting to note that contrary to the above, many

PVJ\s expressed the desire to be directly responsible to the high
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school administration first, relying upon the VRO and special
education as supportive personnel.

Most PVAs reacted unfavorably

to their present three way line of responsibility to the high
school, DVR, and special education.

They recognize this as a

potential source of conflict unless the three individuals above
were able to work out their respective roles.

In fact, the most

often reported source of conflict within programs was inability of
administrators to work out their program roles.

What often happens

is that the PVA ends up a relatively free functioning individual,
since none of his supervisors can figure out their roles in relation
to him.
It therefore requires unselfish, flexible people to develop
a cooperative program.

Until the individuals concerned arrive at

such roles, development of student oriented objectives is very
difficult.

Generally it has taken one to two years of operation

before respondents felt their programs were operating cooperatively.
Program objectives were found to be stated in terms
descriptive of individual student performance.

They are centered

around what ever is necessary to develop a student who is vocationally prepared upon graduation.

If this goal requires extensive

academic remediation, that becomes the objective for that particular
student.

If the student functions relatively well academically but

has social adjustment problems, these become his focus.
Arriving at stated objectives, is a cooperative venture
between the PVA and VRO who is assisted by his supportive staff
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including clinical psychologist, medical doctor, and social worker.
The pooling together of such individuals is termed a staffing,
called to develop the best program for a student and to evaluate his
progress.

The PVA also has the help of school personnel, including

administration, counselors, other teachers, an:i special education
staff, any of whom may be included in staffings.

All respondents

stated that the less time spent in determining a label for the
student's problems, the better.
regulations;

labeling is necessary under DVR

however, most felt the task could best be

undertaken between the VRO, psychologist, and medical doctor in
a minimum amount of time.

The remainder of time spent staffing the

student was reported as best spent in actual program development
for the student, including appropriate job placement and school
experiences which suit student needs.
The question whether program objectives are prevocational
or vocational can only be answered in terms of how the student

functions at a particular point in time.

Entering the program,

most students have obvious need for development of such specific
work skills as the han:iling of responsibility, being on time,
taking direction and correction, han:iling equipment, and seeing
work to be done.

Such needs are without doubt prevocational.

Once

the student has acquired such skills and can demonstrate them on a
variety of job placements, the question arises whether he now
should be directed towards specific types of employment or trade
training, or the program's responsibility should be purely the
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development of general work skills along with the experience of
working in a variety of situations and occupations.

The majority

of interview respondents stated as a general guideline that until
the student becomes a senior his program objectives are prevocationa.l.

However, once he enters his senior year, the development

of skills within specific occupational groups takes priority, so
that upon graduation the student will be eligible for employment
or for further training in a trade school or other vocational
facility.

The student's program is reported as becoming increasingly

vocational as he progresses.

If even within the senior year,

however, the student cannot demonstrate competence in the basic
work skills an::i has not enjoyed success in his job placements, then

his program is still prevocational and may remain so even after
graduation, when he becomes strictly a DVR client.
What happens to the student after graduation is an area
indicated by all respondents as needing considerable attention.

One

of the positive aspects of the cooperative program is that after
the student has left school, either through graduation or for other
reasons, he remains a client of DVR.

He remains such until he has

been employed for thirty days or is dropped as being unfeasible
for further training.

No one has yet developed data to demonstrate

how best to follow-up these students once they leave school.

None

of the programs were pleased with their ability to maintain contact
with former students.

The VRO carries this responsibility and is

relatively limited in his effectiveness because of his other
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responsibilities and the number of clients he works with.

The

consensus of opinion was that follow-up capability of the program
needs considerable improvement.

The only students who actually

receive further service appear to be those who request such themselves.
Employment is a primary objective of the cooperative
program.

However, the more haniicapped student may not be prepared

for employment as quickly as the less handicapped, and some reluctance was reported to accept such students.

This situation is well

illustrated by one VRO who said that he can take a student and give
him a medical and psychological examination to determine eligibility, place him in a sheltered workshop for thirty days and that
student equals a case closure; he can work with another student
beginning when the student is a sophomore in high school, give him
a medical and psychological examination to determine eligibility,
have him participate in a prevocational program for three years,
spend $5,000 on orthopedic surgery, send the student to vocational
school, place him in on-the-job training for one and a half years,
buy him equipment for the job, pay his room and board and after
thirty days of employment the student equals a case closure.

Both

the above cases end in closures; however one took much more time and
money before it could be counted.

When cooperative program

evaluation is based on the number of closures each VRO can yearly
demonstrate, VROs naturally are inclined to take the most feasible
students.

The concern was expressed by all that such a situation
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could close the program to the more handicapped students who require
more time arrl money before habilitation.
Whether DVR will serve the more harrlicapped student is a
question that must be resolved within program objectives.

It is a

problem of concern at this time.
Development of student objectives is accomplished on the
basis of what needs are predicted for each individual student as a
result of his past performance in school, his expressed interests,
and his clinical workup by the program medical and psychological
consultants.

These objectives are subject to constant evaluation.

Objectives for the program itself come about as a result of the
cooperative agreement.

How these program objectives are achieved

is determined by what working relationships can be developed between
the VRO, the PVA, and the school administration.
Communication becomes the key to program success.

In

programs that reported having difficulty developing common objectives arrl in which personnel were not working together as a team,
the cause was universally attributed to lack of communication.

The

point cannot be stressed enough that to make such programs successful, personnel have to be willing to take direction from others,
accept responsibility not normally associated with their job, arrl
by all means must not be in the least over defensive about their
traditional roles or responsibilities.
Programs which have been in operation more than two to three
years reported more acceptance of the other party to agreement, more
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desire to work together, and more understanding of the characteristics of the others manner of operation.

In order for this to come

about personnel have had to be changed in some programs, while
others reciuired only a perio::i of time during which they have learned
to accept and respect each other.

As can be expected, the initial

development of any of the programs was a time of uncertainity, stress
at times, and serious thought.

Problems never stop occuring in any

venture and cooperative programs suffer from degrees of personnel
incompetence, jealousy, defensiveness, and the internal politics
that affect any organization.

However, each program seems to have

developed, after a couple years of operation, the ability to ham.le
such factors cooperatively.

Personnel involved learn to place the

goo::i of the student above their respective agency or personal
desires.

They learn to function as equally responsibile to the

agreement.

As a group, prevocational personnel are tremendously

proud of their programs.
What aspects of the program are noteworthy for their success
or failure?
One of the most significant outcomes of the program to date
has been the demonstration that different agencies can work together
within the same setting to better meet the needs of handicapped
students.

As referred to above, problems have occured in the

development of a cooperative relationship.
attributed to lack of communication.

These generally can be

Such problems have for the

most part been overcome with time, and where they have not been
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overcome, the problem apparently is the outcome of the unwillingness
of particular individuals to accept the other parties as equal
partners.
Although no state-wide or even district-centered follow-up
studies were reported, such could demonstrate significant numbers of
handicapped students now employed or capable of employment.

Prevoca-

tiona.l students are being accepted in vocational schools as a
regular practice, often before high school graduation.

Studies

could show whether prevocational students are in many cases
graduating from high school with occupational skills far above what
they would have received not too many years ago.
High school administrators regard as a significant aspect
of the program the fact that students now are graduating who without
the prevocational program probably would not have done so •

.Admin-

istrators report better acceptance of the program by faculties and
student bo:iies than was the case under past special education
programs.

They report this in part on the basis of students

actually requesting admittance into the program, which seldom
happened in the past.

Administrators also report they often receive

unsolicited feedback from the community, praising the school for
operating the program, arrl parental reports that for the first time
they actually feel their son or daughter will have a chance in the
competitive labor market.

Many administrators responded that they

view the program as a demonstration or mo:iel of curriculum direction
that must be expanded to fulfill the needs of many students.
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Although they could report no actual data, all personnel
interviewed stated that some students within the regular high school
curriculum could benefit from the prevocational model.

They cite

as evidence the number of students either dropping out of school or
expressing great dissatisfaction with their present programs, which
are primarily college preparatory.

All pointed to the program as

evidence that the school's responsibility included the vocational or
trade-oriented student as well, and that the community itself was
a most realistic training ground for such students.

Every program

reported having students on their waiting list, the only barrier
to their admittance being available staff.
PVAs and VROs were very candid in expressing doubt as to
program effectiveness with the socially maladjusted type of child.
They reported few successes in dealing with the student who has
trouble coping with the standards and regulations of the community.
Once a student establishes a behavior pattern of frequent legal
offenses or even merely frequent social misconduct in the school
itself, few prevocational staff felt they were able to intervene
effectively.

They attribute this to students' perception of the

program as a way out of school, not as a way to benefit from school.
Most freauent success was reported with the mildly mentally
handicapped student or the student with minor emotional adjustment
problems.
PVAs state they have benefitted professionally from the
program in their increased knowledge of the ability to work with
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other service oriented agencies such as public assistance and
employment security.

DVR 1 s presence provides the school with assis-

tance in working with such agencies as a result of their long
experience of having done so.

PVAs also have developed increased

skills in working with medical and psychological personnel as a
result of DVR staffings involving such irrlividuals.
In what manner is the program evaluated?
A definite concern was expressed by all PVAs and most of
VROs that evaluation of the program by means of counting employed
graduates will create a situation wherein the only students accepted
into the program will be those easily trained for employment, in
other woro.s, the highly feasible student.

Counting of such "case

closures" is a means of program evaluation used by DVR.
Although all respondents emphasized the importance of
maintaining a recoro. of students successfully employed after
graduation, few felt that the present use of case closures was
adequate.

Successful employment is presently tenned as thirty

days' employment.

At that time the client's case is closed and not

thereafter followed.

If, after his case is closed, the individual

loses his job or runs into trouble on the job that affects his
employment status, he is on his own.

He can obtain further guidance

and aid from DVR, but must take the initiative to do so himself.
Even though the ability to request further help is a program
objective, most respondents expressed doubt as to the average
client's ability to do so.

As a result, if the ex-client does not
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actually contact DVR himself, contact is lost with him after
closure.

He may be unemployed the day after closure and again be

in need of help.

PVAs also expressed concern over the tendency for DVR to
close as successful students who enter the military azrl girls who
become housewifes.

They felt such was not an izrlication of ability

to compete in the competitive labor market azrl therefore was
unrealistic.
Although all respondents cited evaluation of student progress
as their primary function, they stated that developing an acceptable
means of measurement was one of their greatest needs.

Present

student evaluation is by means of check-lists and individual observations that are open to varying interpretations.

The need was

expressed for further sophistication of evaluation methods so as to
provide objective continuous measurement of the student's progress
both in school and on the job.

Such information would assist the

staff in determining what prevocational skills were actually needed
by individual students and how to adapt instruction of such skills
for specific students.
Does the program need to be redesigned to meet specific
needs?
All respondents favored increasing the number of PVAs
available, in order to accomodate more students.

None advocated

having the PVA work with more than twelve to fifteen students
placed in work experience.

However, many are thinking in terms of

the resource room concept, wherein many students could receive
assistance in the academic areas, including those in the prevocational program.
Some PVAs and VROs question whether DVR need serve every
student in the program.

They propose having DVR not pick up

students until they reach the senior year unless they demonstrate
need for DVR assistance earlier; DVR money then could be spread out
over more school districts.

Another reported idea is that DVR

should enter cooperative agreements only to assist school districts
develop their program.

After a two to three year period, DVR would

then pull out, serving students on a need basis only, part of the
idea here being that the school itself eventually should be
primarily responsible for the program.
Both the above plans are based on the belief that not all
students in the program actually need DVR services.

Those advocating

the first mentioned plan claim that the initial medical and
psychological are the only service many students actually receive
from DVR and that these have a minor actual affect on the student's
program.

The idea of having DVR serve primarily as a consultant in

development of prevocational programs is another attempt to spread
DVR resources over more school districts.

This plan is based on the

thought that students not reached by cooperative agreements could
benefit from DVR services.
Such plans as those above obviously would entail complete
revision of the present cooperative agreement mcxiel.

Both plans
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have potential merit;

however, at this time no available data

substantiates that either would be preferable to the present
agreement.
DVR now is attempting to provide services to districts
outside the cooperative agreements by having program VROs work with
referred seniors from other school districts.

Such extension of

services has not been in operation long enough to measure accurately
its affect on either the students served or the existing case load
of the VROs.
Support appears to be stronger for maintenance of the
present design whereby DVR works with students as early as fourteen
years of age, than for having them work with only the older students.
In fact, a few respondents expressed sincere interest in extending
DVR services into the junior high schools in hope that earlier
intervention would have more effect on student programs.
A trend is developing for cooperative relationships between
special education arrl vocational education.

What often happens in

high schools that are short of space and staff is that prevocational
students are the last candidates for enrollment in vocational
classes.

A cooperative relationship would insure their receiving

such classes while providing special educational services for
vocational education stud.ents experiencing difficulty with their
academic subjects.

Some respondents reacted unfavorably to the

above on the grourrls that prevocational students received better
training on the job than they could in most high school vocational

education classes.
Redesign of the PVA 1 s job description wherein he is a
classroom teacher, vocational counselor, job placement procurer
arrl supervisor is a subject for study itself.

The job places great

demarrls upon the PVA to provide service to a variety of students.
Each student has as irrlividualized a program in the classroom as
he does in his work experience.

The PVA constantly must be

cognizant of student performance in both areas.

Whether one aspect

of his job continually comes off second best was not determined
by this study.

The closest approximation to a common answer would

be that resporrlents feel a need for more competence in counseling
techniques and for time in which to implement them.

Daily dema.rrls

determine what aspect of his job receives emphasis on any particular
day.

During any one day the PVA may teach mathematics, English,

reading, science, social studies, and particular work skills.

He

may counsel with students over problems ranging from adjustment
in school, on the job and at home.

He may make home calls concerned

with complimenting the student or convincing parents their child
should remain in school.

He may visit community businessmen to

explain the program and possibly procure job placements, as well as
to observe students working on their jobs.

He may communicate with

the VRO about particular student needs and consult with special
education personnel.

He may talk over student progress with other

high school teachers, counselors, and administrators who work with
the students.

He may then attend a school or DVR staff meeting
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before going home.

That evening he may be called upon again to

visit a student's home, or perhaps make a presentation to the school
board or a community service club.
The unanimous comment of personnel interviewed. was that such
a job description is what makes the job interesting.

PVAs as a

group are very versatile people with wide varities of background
experience and professional training.

No common opinion was

expressed as to types of special training for the PVA (or VRO),
except that most respondents think on the job experience is the only
method that works.
The need for program redesign can best be determined, as one
PVA put it, only after extensive research to evaluate what is
happening presently.

Follow-up study information on students who

experienced cooperative programs, as opposed to those who did not,
could reveal information leading to redesign.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
Cooperation between special education arrl vocational
rehabilitation in Washington's secondary schools began in the
city of Tacoma during the early 196os.

The partnership was born

out of mutual recognition by both DVR and special education of
the need for more vocationally oriented education and training for
handicapped students if they were to compete successfully in the
world of work.

As a result of extensive study by both agencies. a

cooperative agreement was formulated arrl put into operation.
Both the school arrl DVR retained all their traditional
rights arrl responsibilities. the difference being that they operated
with students on a cooperative basis.

DVR assigned personnel to the

program (VROs) who were to coordinate all DVR services.

Teachers

(PVAs) were given responsibility for classroom instruction and
supervision of work placements.
Cooperative agreements between Wishington school districts
and DVR now number ten.

They are all similar to Tacoma's; however,

different localities and personnel distinctively shape each program.
This research was designed as a descriptive survey of the
cooperative program as it presently functions.

Interviews were
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conducted with VROs and PVAs from each program.
high school administrators also were interviewed.

Where possible.
Interviews were

open-ended as to response, with the interviewer using an interview
guide as a means of controlling discussion.
The purpose of the study was to explore how well objectives
are being developed cooperatively, what aspects of the program are
succeeding or failing, what means of evaluation are used within
the program, and if there is need for program redesign.
Development of cooperatively formulated objectives and
manners of operation between DVR an:i school personnel is clearly
the key to program success.

Related research (Deno, 1970; Kokaska.

1963) supports the results of this study indicating that cooperation
determines not only what happens in the programs, but also how well
it happens.

Washington cooperative programs seem to have developed

good working relationships; however, this process has generally
required two to three years of program operation.
Concern over administrative control was common in both this
study and others (Clark, 1967; Eskridge and Partridge, 1963).

No

common solution was evident; what develops seems to be more
dependent on personnel relations rather than on program guidelines.
The supportive services of DVR are accepted as a valuable
part of all cooperative programs.

However, research (Bloom, 1967;

Parson and Moore, 1967) indicates, as did this study, that the type
of supportive service offered is going to be subject to increasing
research.

There appears to be a definite movement towards an
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educational-vocational referenced service system as opposed to
DVR 1 s traditional medical model.
Most related research (Kolstoe and Frey, 1965) supports the
findings of this study in reporting that curriculum for secondary
level work experience programs most often is designed around social,
personal, and vocational skills.

Holding power of the schools is

reportedly increased, with more post-school vocational success for
handicapped students.

A number of researchers, however, question

special education's apparent assumption that more academically
oriented curriculum could not benefit students vocationally
(Deno, 1970 ).
Although considerable concern was expressed by respondents
in this study over current follow-up practices, related research
did not express similar concern.

It was evident that program

evaluation by means of case closures is not an adequate measure.
Design of more sophisticated means clearly is needed.

It appears

that program personnel need to determine further with what type of
student they are most successful and why.

Such study could oenefit

all students in the program.
The most noteworthy aspect of the program has been the
demonstration by DVR and special education that they can function
cooperatively.

Cooperation problems seem to be centered aroun:i

personnel inadequacy, which time is reported to decrease.
Special education clearly appears to have gained status
as a result of the program.

This study as well as others (Eskridge
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and Partridge, 1963; Younie an:i Clark, 1969) indicates improved
acceptance of special education by all students, high school faculties, and parents.

In fact, the program is now considered by

some as a model of innovative curriculum design for the vocationally
oriented student.
Redesign of the program is interesting to speculate upon;
however, as pointed out both here and in Dene's (1970) study,
changing the program will be valid only after extensive evaluative
research.

The following recommendations are made on the basis of

both the descriptive information reported in this study and in
related research.

Hopefully, they will serve as a guide to further

investigation of cooperative programs in W:ishington State.
Recommendations
That Special El:iucation Instructional Material Centers be
the vehicle for research regarding cooperative programs.
That extensive research be conducted:

to evaluate present

curriculum orientation, to develop appropriate instructional
techniques, and to develop appropriate instructional materials.
That means be developed to determine client acceptance in
terms of educational-vocational orientation, instead of the present
medically oriented DVR model.
That objective, criterion-referenced. means of measuring
student performance be developed according to observable job
readiness skills and social, personal adjustment.
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That program evaluation be on the basis of continuous
measurement of observable student job readiness skills and social,
personal adjustment.
That through the SEIMC's,colleges and universities provide
inservice training for DVR and school personnel, so as to more
efficiently fulfill their roles.
That colleges and universities include as an integral part
of their special education teacher training sequence, courses
designed to prepare teachers for secondary level work experience
programs.
That DVR cooperative programs orient services towards the
more severely harrlicapped student.
That curriculum orientation and instructional techniques
found successful in cooperative programs be utilized in development
of prevocational curriculum for the mildly mentally handicapped and
socially maladjusted population, such programs to function under
school direction only, without DVR services.
That VROs function in the role of supportive personnel
only.

Supervision of PVAs should not at any time be the VRO's

responsibility.
That local and state administrative control of cooperative
programs be centered with one individual responsible for both
special education and vocational rehabilitation at the secondary
level.
That a state-wide follow-up study be conducted measuring
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the vocational success and social, personal adjustment of former
special education students who experienced cooperative programs as
compared to those who did not (e.g. five years after having left
school).
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APPENDIX A

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
FOR AN INTEGRATED REHABI.LITATIVE
PROORAM FOR HANDICAPPED
YOUTH

£..!LO P E R A T I V E A G R E E M E N T

For An

Integrated Rehabilitative Program
For

Handicapped Youth

BETWEEN

THE TACOMA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
DISTRICT NO. TEN
TACO('IA, WASHINGTON
And

1HE COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
State of Washington

JOI.NT PROGMN OF THE COORDINATING COUNCIL FOR OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION,

DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REH.ABILITATIOl-.J AND THE TAC.ONA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DISTRICT NUNBER TEN.

A.

Purpose of program and objec~~~~
The purpose of this agreement•is to establish and develop in
conjunction with the Tacoma Public Sc_hools a vocational
rehabilitation model of services at the secondary level, for
youngsters grades nine through twelve, presently not provided
for by the public schools that will successfully bridge the
gap between school and employment.

B.

Need for program
The Tacoma School District has a long history of providing
special class services for its exceptional children. However,
the traditional school concepts of special secondary education
are failing to hold the exceptional child through to graduation.
Or, when successful in retaining the yoi:1ngster, have failed to
make him employable on school completion.
This model program is designed to serve the needs of 300
youngsters at the present time with an additional jOO having
to wait for space and staff. The youngsters served will be
14-21 years old with mental or physical disabilities. These
disabilities when coupled with social, educational, cultural
or behavioral problems must be iimiting enough to render the
client vocationally handicapped.
If one is willing to accept a survey of the United States Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare indicating that over 10% of our
school age population will be unable to profit sufficiently from
the usual educational program, then Tacoma has a huge growth
potential for its prevocational program with a student enrolment
of 40,715.

c.

Servi~es to be provided
A basic principle in the provision of the following cooperative
program services is that "the Tacoma school system will continue
to provide, under ~ts own auspices, those educational services
~1ich are traditionally and legally the function of public school
sys terns. 11 These will not be duplicated by vocationa 1 rehobilita tion.

-2However, it is recognized that certain services to the mentRlly,
physically, socially, educdtionally, or effiotionally handicapped
yout~ can legally be the responsibility of both Special Education
and the Divis;on of Vocational Rehabilitation. Vucational r8habilita tion, therefore,. commits its elf to prov id~ the fol lowing necessary
supplemental services, as defined in the vocational rehabilitation
laws and regulations, to meet client needs not ordinarily provided
by the public school systems.
Rehabilitation Evaluation - Counseling and Plan;ing Extended Evaluation - Work Evaluation, Work Conditioning,
and Prevocational Training - Job Training - Job Placement and Follow-up - Physical Restoration Services;', Transportation;':- Maintenance;', - Psychological Services Social Services.
The primary condition for the provision of these vocational
rehabilitation services is the determination that the student
meets the basic eligibility requirements for vocational rehabilitation and that such services are formally specified as representing
client's needs for preliminary evaluation, extended evaluation, or
of a formal "plan of rehabilitation. 11
The Tacoma Public School System will continue to provide, under its
own auspices, those educational services which are traditionally
and legally the function of public school systems. This will include
such things as academic instruction, library services, physical
education services, transportation (for school attendance) and
vocational services of a general nature such as homemaking,
industrial arts, or vocational agriculture. Some cif these subjects
are modified and adapted to the ability range and specific needs
of individual handicapped students-clients, especially the slow
learners, the educationally retarded, the mentally retarded, and
culturally deprived. Some illustrations of this modification
might include: special materials, individual teaching methods,
tutoring, transportation, staffing towards goals.

D.

Functions and responsibilities of each agency under the program
1.

Responsibility for Administration and Supervision

ADMINISTRATIVE RELATIONSHIP
The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation will administer the
rehabilitation services program, having final decision as to its
contents, operating procedures, ?taffing, eligibility of clients,
termination of services, and application of funds. The Tacoma
Public Schools will administer all general and special education
services being provided to students concurrently engaged in
vocational rehabilitation.
*Based on establishment of economic need.
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DELINEATION OF AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY
A.

Division of Vocational Rclwbilitation will:
a.

assign vocational rehabilitation staff who will
perform the functions described in the cooperative
agreement.

b.

approve the plan of operation. Such approval. will
be based on a determination that the school district
meets VR standards as related to personnel, facilities,
and program objectives.

c.

approve the nature and ~cope of individual client
services to be provided by Vocational Rehabilitation,
as distinguished from that of normal special education
program of services.

d.

determine eligibility of all clients receiving
vocational rehabilitation services.

e.

authorize all vocational rehabilitation expenditures.

f.

approve all individual vocational rehabilitation
plans.

B.

g.

-accept referral of mentally or physically handicapped
individuals who need and are eligible for vocational
rehabilitation services over and above those provided
by the Tacoma School District, and to provide necessary
services in accordance with provisions of the approved
State Plan for Vocational Rehabilitation.

h.

provide administrative, technical and consultative
services as may be needed through state and district
vocational rehabilitation staff.

i.

develop and approve a budget for operation of the unit.

j.

perform other duties and functions that may be
necessary for the good of the program.

The Tacoma School District will:
a.

administer the special education program as
distinguished from the vocational rehabilitation
phase of the total program.

b.

provide the required space, furniture, maintenance of
building, necessary utilities, custodial help, etc.
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2.

c.

designate staff with the approval of th~ Division
of Vocational RehQbilitation. This staff will
function under division direction as metbers of
the Vocational Rehabilitation Team in r~ndering
vocational rehabilitation services.

d.

certify the availability of funds to the Division
of Vocational Rehabilitation which will be utilized
for matching,purposes under Section 2 o~ the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act Amendmentd of 1965.

e.

receive and disburse funds allotted to the special
unit, in accord with and for the purpose as
established by the vocational rehabilitation division.

f.

prepare and submit an annual budget for vocational
rehabilitation approval.

g.

maintain appropriate accounts and records and make
such reports available to the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation as may from time to time be required.

h.

provide access to school records and school evaluations.

i.

coordinate existing normal school services within the
school with the Vocational Rehabilitation program.

j.

release the prevocational advisor for one-half day
of field work on the rehabilitation program and other
school staff as agreed upon.

Decisions Affecting Eligibility of Clients
All decisions regarding the·determination of eligibility,
evaluation of rehabilitation potential, and the scope of
rehabilitation services will be made by the Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation.
Both the administration and superv1.s1.on of this cooperative
rehabilitation program are the responsibility of the Division
of Vocational Rehabilitation. This respqnsibility will not be
delegated to any other agency or individual.

3.

Duties and_ Responsibilities of the Professional Personnel
Responsibility for administration of vocational rehabilitation
services in the cooperative program is vested in the State
Supervisor of Educational Services. He is an employee of,
and functions under, the supervision of the State Vocational
Rehabilitation Office. He is ·responsible for hiring staff
and consultant personnel. He provides, or delegates, casework supervlsion for the vocational rehabilitation officers,
prevocational advisors, and other staff assigned to the team.
He reports and recommends progr.Jm changes to his sup2rior _officer,
plans for staff development and training and prepares the annual
budget.

-5He performs other duties as required to insure t~e effectiveness
of. the program.
Assistant School Superintend~nt, Pupil Personnel Services,
provides district-wide leadership to sch_ool pers<?nnel for
programs of instruction and the development of educational
opportunities for handicapped children. He is responsible
to and works under the direction of the Superintendent of
Schools. As a member of the Vocational Rehabilit_ation Team,
he will help provide ~dministrative leadership id the provision
of school servi~es to program clients.
Administrative Assistant, ·specia 1 Education, (Director)
provides district-wide leadership in the area of programs
for handicapped children. He is responsible to a~d works
under the direction of the Assistant Superintendent, Pupil
Personnel Services. As a· member of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Team, he will assist in providing supportive services for the
program from other hand icappcd staf_f members, assist in obtaining
space and materials for program function, work with community in
developing an atmosphere to implement community aspects of
program, and works with personnel procurement and other staffing
problems.
Coordinator of Prevocational Advisors contacts school counselors
to help see that an adequate and appropriate number of youngsters
are referred to the program for service. Helps in home visits
with parents to acquaint them with program advantages for their
youngster. Works with PVA's in advising them of community
resources, work experience possibilities, and ways of creating
appropriate classroom activities. Correlates these activities
with VRO's.
Vocational Rehabilitation Otficer performs all functions
traditionally_established within this discipline such as
vocational evaluation, counseling and guidance, authorization
of funds for diagnostic and case services, determination of
eligibility, formation of individual case plans and successful
work placement.
Prevocational Advisors:
While in the classroom utilize traditional educational
techniques plus those special skills found effective
with the exceptional child that will enable them to
tie classroom learning to community lab problems.
While in the voc2 tional rehabilitation program they
participate in staffings, find community lab positions,
employment positions, share in developing work objectives,
complete VR records, innovate individual teaching aids,
all in consort with other team members.

-6Medical Consultant participates in case conferences, provides
liaison with attending physicians, reviews client med.ical
histories and identifies significant medical factors, consults
with rehabilit~tion staff, interpreting specialist reports
and evaluating.medical care needs.
Psychological Consultant participates in case conferences,
interprets reports and identifies significant findings, does
clinical assessment of clients on a one to one basis, conducts
in-service trainiPg, contributes toward Vocational Rehabilitation
objective.
Social Work Consultant participates in case conferences, provides
liaison with other social agencies, does home and parent
evaluations, individual client aisessment, individual and group
counseling.
Coordinator of Community Services helps PVA's find appropriate
work experiences for students in the pr·ogram, works with VRO' s
in final placement, functions as a referral source of clients
to the program.
Director of Child Study:
While with the schools is in charge of their psychological
staff.
While with the vocational rehabilitation team provides inservice training, clinical assessment of very difficult
cases, consultation at staffings, helps contribute towards
Vocational Rehabilitation objective, consults with PVA's
in problem client management.

E.

Personnel
1.

All personnel assigned by the Tacoma School District to the
Cooperative Rehabilitation Program are subject to the same
or equivalent qualification standards and tenure standards
which are applicable to all employees of the State Vocational
Rehabilitation Agency.

2.

All personnel in the joint program are subject to approval of
the State Vocational Rehabilitation Agency.

3.

Separation of any personnel employed in the joint program by
the Tacoma School Qistrict is subject to approval of the State
Vocational Rehabilitation Agency.

4.

All School p'ersonnel when engaged in the joint program shall
be under the supervision and direction of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Agency.

5.

The Cooperative Program will operate in accord with established
State hours.
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Spacc,_l;_g_~ment and Other Items
1.

Ht. Tahorna - A 10,800 square foot new building thpt w<.1s primarily
built for DVR students. More' th.:in 9,000 square fpet is available
solely for Prevocational Students. Included are four regular
classrooms, a home economics classroom, and arts and crafts area,
a multi-purpose room, three conference rooms, one office for VRO,
a staffing room" office space for six PVA's, two rooms for beauty
aids, adequate restroom facilities.
Lincoln - Four ~egular size classrooms, three conference rooms,
and one office space for VRO.
Wilson - Two large classrooms and a small conferen~e room used
as working space for PVA's and VRO's.
Stadium - Two standard-size classrooms.
Hunt - One regular classroom, ·office space for PVA and office
space for VRO.
Central Administration - Office space for four VRO's, Coordinator
of PVA's, Social Worker, two Psychologists, three secretaries,
Coordinator of Corrmunity Resources, two conference rooms, and a
large conference room available for program staffing.

The Tacoma Public Schools will continue to make this space available
for the cooperative program.

2.

G.

All equipment procured and maintained by cooperative program
funds will be under the control of Vocational Rehabilitation
and revert to them in the event it ceases to be of value in
carrying out the purposes of the joint program.

Records and Reports

1.

2.

The Tacoma Public Schools will maintain appropriate records
and accounts for report and audit purposes as may be required.
·These will include such things as number of referrals, classroom and community lab attendance, progress reports both in
school and work experience,current salary costs of PVA's and
resource people, etc. These reports may serve as a basis for
recommendations to extend, modify, and/or evaluate the program.
The program will maintain on a monthly basis such accounts and
supporting docuQ2nts as will serve to permit an accurate and
expeditious determination of client status, the disposition of
monies spent and the nature and amount of all charges. Prior
to Narch 1st of each year, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
will do an annual review of the program to validate the agreement
and establish a _new working budget for the next year's operation.
Further, all cooperative program personnel, will furnish any
and all inform,,tion an:d reports the State Agency Director or
Ad~inistrator SRS may request.

-8Civil Ri..~hts
The Tacoma Public Schools in cnrrying out the provisfons of this
cooperative agreement will proviae all services on a \non discriminatory basis without regard to race, co_lor, or national origin
according to the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
I.

Financial Provisions
1.

The Tacoma Public Schools will certify to the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation ~n amount of money to be used for ·federal matching
purposes under Section 2 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act as
accepted in the Washington State Plan for Vocq tiona 1 Rehabilitation.
These certified funds must be shown as having been derived from
local and state school district s·ources not previ6usly
used for
I
federal matching purpose.
Monies derived from the combination of local, state and federal
sources resulting from this cooperative agreement will be used
solely for vocational rehabilitation purposes in keeping with
policies and procedures of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.
The Tacoma Public Schools will submit quarterly a certified list of
actual expenditures for all PVAs' salaries used for matching purposes.

2.

Budget attached.

3.

The budget established for this cooperative program will be used
with the understanding that all expenditures for handicapped
individuals accepted for determination of th8 iehabilitation
potential will be mada in accordance with the extended evaluation
plan for the client approved by the State Vocational tehabilitation
Agency ard all expenditures for eligible clients will be made
in accor<l,mce with the voi:ational rehabilitation plan for the.
individual approved by the Str.lte Voc!:ltional Rehabilitation
Agency.

4.

Approval for all extended evaluation plans and vocational
rehabilitation plans for handicapped individuali is invested
in the Division of Vocational Rebabilitat:011 and the assigned
individuals in accordance with Division polic!~s and operational
procedures.

5.

All expenditures under this cooperative agreement will meet
the following conditions:
a.

the expenditur.::s must be rr.,:.cle for t}ie purpCISQS clearly
identified with the vocational rc~abilitation program
and cove,cd UI~der the Washington State Plan for
Vocational Re~8bilit?tion.

b.

the expenditures must be authorized under prov1.s1otts of
state law and must constitute an actual expenditure by
the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.

-9c.

J.

such expenditures will be under the control and at the
discretion of the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation
and for the purposes designated and under the circumstances
of which it is fully cognizant.

Legal Authority and Clearance
Legal authority for this joint program is contained in Public Law 89-333
(Vocational Rehabilitation Amendments of 1965), and revised Code of
Washington RCW 28.10.
Section 2, Administrative Organization of the Washington State Plan
for Voc�tional Rehabilitation ·specifically provides in 2.9 Cooperation
with other agencies:
(a) Specified Agencies
The Division through the Director will establ_ish and maintain
cooperative working relationships with agencies through
written agreements.
(4)

K.

Public Schools where joint programs are operative

Agreement Terms
This agreement may be terminated by either party upon ninety days
written notice. It may be revised or amended by mutual consent in
conformity with the regulations of the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation and the Tacoma Public Schools.

Dated this

--- day of -----�-·-'

v.

-•--··· 4 --:-;-r·---

Ange
Gi�udrone
Superintendent
Tacoma Public Schools
School District Number 10
Tacoma, Washington

Louts Bruno
State Superintendent of
·Public Instruction
Olympia, Washington
Please Note: Signatures were redacted due to security concerns.

1970.

-r---{-�'
Raymol M. Ryan
Di.rec �or
Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation
Olympia, Washington

Mrs. Fred A. Radke
Chairman
Coordinating Council for
Occupational Education
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APPENDIX B
COOPERATIVE PROORAMS AND ADDRESSES

Auburn

Skagit-Island

Prevocational Resources
Auburn Senior High School

Skagit-Island
Prevocational Program

Bothell

Spokane

Northshore/DVR Cooperative Program

SPS/DVR Cooperative Program
Washington School

Bremerton
Tacoma
Bremerton/DVR Cooperative Program
Lincoln School

TPS/DVR Cooperative Program
Central Administration Building
6ol South 8th

Edmonds
EPS/DVR Prevocational Program
Fdmonds School District

Vancouver
VPS !DVR Cooperative Program
Fort Vancouver High School

Federal Way
Thomas Jefferson High School
Prevocational Program

Yakima
Prevocational Resources
A. C. Davis High School

Please Note: Personally Identifiable Information was redacted due to privacy concerns.

